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About the Center 
The Centre for Urban Research 
and Education (CURE) is a multi- 
disciplinary network of 
researchers, primarily from 
Carleton University, who share 
an interest and commitment to 
strengthening municipal and urban 
affairs. With diverse experience, 
expertise and perspectives, the 
CURE network carries out 
collaborative research in areas 
including community governance, 
citizen engagement and local 
capacity building around planning 
for infrastructure to sup- port 
social, economic, and environmental 
sustainability. 
 
Vision and Goals 
We are committed to strengthening 
governance, policy making, and 
management in urban areas through 
collaborative research, community 
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Reinvesting the baseline windfall: 
Assessing potential baseline 
surplus from expiring federal 
operating agreements 
































NHS	 funding),	 and	 potentially	 to	 create	 a	 national	 housing	 benefit	 as	 rental	 assistance	 directed	 to	 low	
income	households	facing	affordability	problems.		
There	has	been	a	strong	groundswell	of	advocacy	from	the	social	housing	sector	and	from	provinces	and	
territories	 to	 first	 direct	 any	 such	 funds	 to	 preserve	 viability	 of	 the	 existing	 social	 housing	 stock	 created	
through	 public	 investment	 over	 the	 last	 50	 years.	 This	 stock,	 totaling	 some	 600,000	 dwellings	 and	
representing	 4%	 of	 all	 housing	 in	 Canada	 is	 a	 very	 limited	 and	 important	 resource	 for	 very	 low-income	
renters.	 In	most	 cases	 it	 is	more	 cost	 effective	 to	 preserve	 these	 existing	 units	 than	 to	 address	 ongoing	
housing	need	through	new	construction.		
The	 critical	 issue	 is	 that	 to	 be	 viable	 and	 be	maintained	 in	 sound	 condition	 this	 stock	 requires	 ongoing	
funding,	 not	 a	 simply	 one	 time	 investment.	 So,	 before	 any	 baseline	 funding	 can	 be	 repurposed,	 it	 is	







Social	housing	developed	prior	 to	1995	 is	primarily	 funded	with	ongoing	operating	subsidies	which	cover	
the	shortfall	between	total	operating	expenses,	including	debt	service	costs	and	rent	revenues	generated.	




consequence	of	 the	 transfer	 in	 administration	 responsibilities	 under	 bilateral	 Social	Housing	Agreements	









ISSUE #8                                                                                                                                                      AUGUST 2017 
Drawing	on	previous	research	
In	 an	 analysis	 of	 PT	 social	 housing	 expenditures	 undertaken	 in	 2013,	 data	 were	 collected	 to	 assess	 the	




Data	were	collected	 from	each	 jurisdiction	 to	 identify	 total	operating	expenses,	net	of	debt	service,	 total	
P&I	payments	and	rent	revenues	collected.	Together	these	define	the	net	subsidy	required	(operating	plus	
debt	payments	less	rental	income).	2	
Separately,	 the	 total	 amount	 of	 the	 federal	 SHA	 subsidy	 transfer	 was	 identified,	 alongside	 the	 PT	









mean	 if	 both	 P&I	 and	 Federal	 subsidy	 had	 ended	 (also	 in	 2012).	 This	 is	 a	 theoretical	 presentation	 as	 in	


























Note	 that	with	 the	exception	of	 annual	 allocations	 to	 capital	 reserves	 in	Co-op	and	NP	programs,	where	

















If	 indeed	 PTs	 did	 sustain	 their	 subsidy	 commitments,	 the	 portfolios	would	 remain	 viable	 and	 the	 entire	















As	shown	 in	 the	preceding	analysis,	even	with	sustained	PT	subsidy	at	 the	current	 level	of	$298,	 there	 is	






































match	 the	 level	 of	 provincial	 operating	 subsidy.	 	 At	 an	 aggregate	 scale,	 this	would	 restore	 roughly	 even	
contributions	by	the	federal	and	PT	governments.		











A	 third	 option	 is	 to	 fundamentally	 reform	 the	 rgi	 subsidy	 system	 and	 gradually	 transition	 from	 project	
based	rental	assistance	to	household	assistance.		
Potentially	 this	 would	 increase	 rental	 revenues	 with	 lower	 income	 households	 assisted	 in	 sustaining	
affordable	 rents	via	 the	new	rental	assistance	or	housing	benefit.	These	higher	 rent	 revenues	could	 then	
create	greater	capacity	for	project	owners	to	 lever	debt	for	capital	renewal	(a	more	typical	market	based	
approach,	used	in	private	sector	housing).			
As	 per	 prior	 comments	 about	 fiscal	 capacity,	 such	 a	 housing	 benefit	 approach	would	 require	 some	 cost	
sharing	 to	balance	PT	 capacity.	 Such	a	 subsidy	 reform	would	also	overlap	with	 the	PT	welfare	 system	as	
many	 social	 housing	 tenants	 receive	 their	 income	 through	welfare	 programs.	 As	 such	 it	would	 implicate	
welfare	reform	(related	to	the	housing	components	of	welfare	benefits).	
4.	Reallocate	federal	baseline	funds	to	new	initiatives	











and	 territories.	 Given	 constrained	 fiscal	 capacity	 of	 PTs	 (and	 in	Ontario	 the	municipalities,	 to	whom	 the	
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In	 the	 short-term,	 the	 more	 practical	 approach	 may	 be	 for	 the	 federal	 government	 to	 either	 take	 on	
responsibility	for	capital	renewal	and	thereby	match	ongoing	PT	operating	subsidy,	but	with	a	distinct	role;	
or	 temporarily	 invest	 any	 savings	 to	 renew	FPT	 cost	 sharing	 to	 sustain	both	RGI	 and	 capital	 subsidy	at	 a	
level	necessary	to	preserve	project	viability	and	affordability.				
Over	the	longer	term,	a	revised	subsidy	approach	should	be	explored,	shifting	subsidy	from	project	based	
to	 person	 based.	 This	 would	 enable	 social	 housing	 providers	 to	 operate	 on	 a	 more	 realistic	 disciplined	
operating	 basis,	 with	 sufficient	 revenues	 from	 quasi-market	 rents	 to	 be	 viable	 and	 to	 lever	 finance	 for	
capital	renewal.	Meanwhile	a	Housing	Benefit	would	provide	subsidy	to	those	that	could	not	afford	realistic	
quasi-market	rents,	sustain	affordability	and	also	improve	mobility	for	low-income	households.		
It	 is	 also	 noted	 that	 the	 data	 used	 in	 this	 analysis	 is	 dated	 (2012)	 and	 incomplete.	 It	 is	 critical	 that	 a	 n	
updated	set	of	data	be	assembled	from	across	all	 jurisdictions	to	more	accurately	assess	the	 impacts	and	
potential	of	repurposing	federal	“savings”.	
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